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In general, the laws of the United States are laws in the several states and are just as binding on the citizens and courts 
thereof as the state laws. 


Generally, the laws of the United States are laws in the several states and are just as binding on the citizens and courts thereof 
as the state laws,' and the United States Constitution, laws, and treaties of the United States are as much a part of the law of 
every state as its own local laws and constitution.” Federal law is as much the law of the several states as are laws passed by 
their legislatures; federal and state law together form one system of jurisprudence, which constitutes the law of the land for 
the states.* State laws that run contrary to federal constitutionally protected rights of individuals cannot be allowed to stand.‘ 


Through the Supremacy Clause of the Unites States Constitution, state and federal courts alike are bound to guard and protect 
rights secured by the Constitution.* State courts are required to give to the statutes of the United States the same recognition, 
force, and effect accorded the laws of the states.° The Supremacy Clause makes those laws “the Supreme Law of the Land” 
and charges state courts with coordinate responsibility to enforce those laws according to their regular modes of procedure.’ 
When a state court refuses jurisdiction over a federal claim because of a neutral state rule regarding administration of courts, 
the United States Supreme Court must act with utmost caution before deciding that the state court is obligated to entertain the 
claim because the requirement that a state court of competent jurisdiction treat federal law as the law of the land does not 
necessarily include within it a requirement that a state create a court competent to hear a case in which a federal claim is 
presented.’ 


A state cannot employ a jurisdictional rule to dissociate itself from federal law because of the State’s disagreement with the 
law’s content or its refusal to recognize the superior authority of its source; while states retain substantial leeway to establish 
the contours of their judicial systems, they lack the authority to nullify a federal right or cause of action that they believe is 
inconsistent with their local policies.’ A state cannot refuse to apply the substantive protections of a federal statute in its own 
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courts,'° nor can state law provide a defense to federal claims.'' A state legislature cannot validly prohibit compliance with 
federal law.” No state legislator or executive or judicial officer can annul the judgments of the courts of the United States and 
destroy the rights acquired under those judgments.'? A state may not relieve congestion in its courts by declaring a whole 
category of federal claims to be frivolous; until it has been proven that a claim has no merit, that judgment is not up to the 
states to make." 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


As long as state courts provide at least as much protection as the United States Supreme Court has provided in its 
interpretation of the federal Bill of Rights, state courts are unrestricted in according greater civil liberties and protections to 
individuals and groups. State v. Glover, 2015-Ohio-2751, 34 N.E.3d 1000 (Ohio Ct. App. 9th Dist. Summit County 2015). 
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